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REMARKS/ ARGUMENTS 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the present application in view of the 
foregoing amendments and the reasons that follow. Claims 5-8, 10-14, 16-19, 21-25, 27-29, 33- 
35, 39-41, 45-48, and 50-52 have been amended. Support for the amendments can be found at 
least in paragraphs [01 14] and [0121 j-[01 27] of the specification. As such, no new matter has 
been added. Upon entry of the amendments above. Claims 5-55 and 57 will be pending, with 
Claims 13-15, 19-21, 30-32, 36-38, 42-44, and 53-55 withdrawn from consideration. 

L Interview Summary 

Applicants thank the Examiner for the interview conducted on October 23, 2009 with Mr. 
Nicholas LagerwalL During the interview,, the pending rejection and the proposed claim 
amendments were discussed. The Examiner indicated that further search and consideration 
would need to be conducted to assess the patentability of foe amended claims, 

IL Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C § 112 

In Section 3 of the Office Action, the Examiner asserted that Claims 3 and 6 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second pai igra; h, as being allegedly indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicants regard as the 
invention. More specifically, the Examiner stated that the "term 'if the first and second 
interfaces are located in a single optical line terminal* in claims 12, 1 8, 29, 35, 41 and 52 is 
vague and indefinite." Claim 3 was previously canceled, and Claim 6 does not include such an 
element. As such. Applicants infer that the Examiner intended to reject Claims 12, 1 8, 29, 35. 
41, and 52 instead of Claims 3 and 6. 

The element of "if the first and second interlaces are located in a single optical line 
terminal" has been removed from Claims 12, 18, 29, 35, 41, and 52. As such, Applicants 
respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12. 
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HI- Claim Resections amief 35 U.&C. § 103 

In Sections 5 through 8 of the Office Action, Claims 5-12, 16-18, 22-29, 33-35, 39-41, 
45-52, and 57 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § i 03(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 6,351,582 to Dyke et al. (hereinafter "Dyke") and U.S. Patent No. 6,657,579 to 
Foltzer (hereinafter "Foltzer") in view of various other references. More specifically: 

* Claims 5-7, 39-40, 45-47 and 57 were rejected over Dyke in view of Foltzer, and 
further in view of U.S. .Patent Application Publication No. 2004/0202 174 to Kim 
et al. (hereinafter "Kim"); 

* Claims 8-1 1 and 48-51 were rejected over Dyke in view of Foltzer and Kim, and 
further in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0093714 to 
Tokita et al (hereinafter "Tokita"); 

* Claims 12, 16-18, 22-24, 2% 33-35, 41, and 52 were rejected over Dyke in view 
of Foltzer, and .further in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2003/0133460 to Lee et al. (hereinafter "Lee"); and 

* Claims 25-28 were rejected over Dyke in view of Foltzer and Lee, and further in 
view of Tokita. 

Claims 5, 12, 16, 18, 22, 29, 33, 35, 39, 4.1, 45, and 52 have been amended. Independent 
Claim 5 recites, in part; 

receiving traffic disrupted by a failure associated with the 
degradation in power level from the first interface at the second 
interface via the same optical line terminal; and 
sending the traffic disrupted by a failure associated with the 
dc • relation in power to at least one of the plurality of optical 
network units. 

independent Claim 12 recites, in part: 
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receiving disrupted traffic from the first interface at the second 
interlace via an optica! line terminal;; and 

transmitting the received disrupted traffic to at least one of the 
plurality of optical network units. 

Although different in scope, independent Claims 1 8, 22, 29, 33, 35, 39, 41 , and 45 recite 
some similar elements. Independent Claim 16 recites, in part: 

transmittix i omfru - iteriaee to the second 

interlace for further transmission to at least one of the plurality of 
optical network units. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Dyke, Foitzer, Kim, Tokiia, and Lee, alone or in 
combination, fail to disclose, teach, or suggest these elements. 

On page 9 of the Office Action, the Examiner acknowledged that the "'combination of 
Dyke and Foltzer does not disclose . . . sending affected downstream traffic of the affected ONOs 
using the second interface." Instead, the Examiner relied on Lee for such a teaching. On page 10 
of the Office Action, the Examiner stated that "Lee discloses ... sending affected downstream 
traffic of the affected ONUs (paragraphs 0022, 0028, 0034, 0070, and 0089)." Applicants 
respectfully submit that Lee fails to disclose, teach, or suggest "receiving traffic disrupted by a 
failure associated with the degradation in power level from the first interface at the second 
interface via the same optical line terminal" and "sending the traffic disrupted by a failure 
associated with, the degradation in power to at least one of the plurality of optical network units" 
as recited in Claim 5, "transmitting the received disrupted traffic to at least one of the plurality of 
optical network units," as recited in Claims 12, 18, 22, 29, 33, 35, 39, 41, and 45, or 
"transmitting disrupted traffic from the first interlace to the second interface for further 
transmission to at least one of the plurality of optical network units," as recited in Claim 16. 

Lee is directed to a system for comigurin tream and dowj m fra 1 
of a variable-length Ethernet frame" (Abstract). Lee states in paragraph [0022]: 
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allowing the OLT to register the -ONTJ requesting an ONU 
registration in an ONU list after calculating the RTT, give a new 
ONU ID to the ONU. and transmit a registration response frame 
including the new ONU ID and the RTF to the ONU requesting the 
ONU registration. 

Lee states in paragraph [0034]; 

allowing the OLT to transmit grant frames to the ONUs in order to 
grant a band width allocation request, each grant frame including 
information relating to the number of registered ONUs, an 3D of an 
ONU having a bandwidth request opportunity, a periodic ranging 
correction value, a grant time offset and a transmission time length 

Lee states in paragraph [0070]: 

FIG. 8 is a view showing a format of a registration response frame 
for an ONU registration response among the PON-function control 
frames. The registration response frame corresponds to a 
downstream packet to be used when the OLT 20 informs a 
corresponding ONTJ of a registration result after registering the 
corresponding ONU . 

As such.. Lee teaches an optica! line termination (OLT) that registers an optical network 
unit (ONU) and transmits a registration response frame to the ONU. lire registration response 
informs the ONU of the registration result and includes an ID of the ONU and a round trip time 
(RTT), Applicants respectfully submit that a registration result, an ID of the ONU and an RTT 
are not the same as "disrupted traffics' As such, Lee fails to disclose, teach, or suggest 
"receiving traffic disrupted by a fail ure associated with the de gr adation in po wer level from the 
fas t miena cc at the sec ond interlace via the same optical line terminals" as recited in Claims 5, 
12, 18, 22, 29, 33, 35, 39, 41. and 45, or "transmitting disr upted traffic from the first interface to 
the second interface for further transmission to at least one of the plurality of optical net work 
units," as recited in Claim 16. Likewise, Dyke and Foltzer also fail to disclose these elements. 

Kim and Tokita also tail to disclose these elements. Kim is directed to a passive optical 
network "slave controller tor use in a PON ON U system" (Abstract). The PON ONU of Kim is 
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"processes] in unit of byte outputs an enable signal for a mini-slot payload and receives a byte 
nput signal rbiti MAC (Mediun Access Control) technique [for) 

loading arbitrary data in a mini-slot" (Abstract). Tokita is directed to an "optical transmitter; ,] 
for use in an optical transmitting system based on PDS (Passive Double Star) technology, [thai] 
does not erroneously output an optical signal when the optical transmitter is powered on/off 1 
< \"-tuu Hi ■> )*> n i l ..oi i. i • % 

i tNi .mil ti' u 1 , tiiK i.ii ,w\._Lylhi »i lit ^ u i ison 
interlace via the same optical line terminal," as recited in Claims 5, 12, 18, 22, 29. 33, 35, 39, 41, 
and 4" > i aisnii t n g dnaoptt.> a 11k from the first interface to the second interface for 
former transmission to at least one of the plurality of optical network units/' as recited in Claim 
16. 

For at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that Dyke, Foltzer, Kim, Lee, 
and Tokita, alone or in combination, fail to disclose, teach, or suggest each and every element of 
independent Claims 5, 12, 16, 18, 22, 29, 33, 35, 39,4.1, and 45, as required for a proper rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). As such, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejections to Claims 5, 12, 16, 18, 22, 29, 33, 35, 39, 41, and 45 and Claims 6- 
1 1, 17. 23-28, 34, 40, 46-52, and 57 (which depend from Claims 5,12, 16,1 8, 22, 29, 33, 35, 39, 
41, and 45) under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

It is submitted that each outstanding objection and rejection to the Application has been 
overcome, and that the Application is in a condition for allowance. Applicants respectfully 
request consideration and allowance of all pending claims. 

Ii should also be noted that although arguments have been presented with respect to 
certain claims herein, the recited subject matter as well as various other subject matter and/or 
combinations of subject matter may be patentable for other reasons. Further, the failure to 
address any statement by the Examiner herein should not be interpreted as acquiescence or 
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agreement with such statement. Applicants expressly reserve the right to set forth additional 
and/or alternative reasons for patentability and/or allowance with the present Application or in 
any other future proceeding, and to rebut any statement presented by the Examiner in this or 
other papers during prosecution of the present Application. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is felt that a 
telephone interview would advance the prosecution of the present Application. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees which may be 
required regarding this Application under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.16-1.1 7, or credit any overpayment, to 
Deposit Account No. 19-0741 . Should no proper payment he enclosed herewith, as by the credit 
card payment instructions in EFS-Web being incorrect or absent, resulting in a rejected or 
incorrect credit card transaction, the Commissioner is authorized to charge the unpaid amount to 
Deposit Account No. 19-0741. If any extension of time is needed for timely acceptance of 
papers submitted herewith, Applicants hereby petition for such extension under 37 C.F.R. §1.136 
and authorizes payment of any such extension fee to Deposit Account No. 19-0741. 

Respectfully submitted, 

By 

Paul S. Hunter 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 44,787 



Date €Mober27 2009 

FOLEY & LAR0NER LLP 
Customer Number: 23524 
Telephone: (608) 258-4292 
Facsimile: (608) 258-4258 
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